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ABSTRACT 
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presented practice in coding features and discriminating them from 
miscues unrelated to language differences. Significant differences 
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special training can be effective but must provide auditory 
discrimination practice as well as coding practice* (Author) 
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Training Prospective Teachers in 
Coding Dialect Features 

A major concern of teacher-educators is in the preparation of 
prospective teachers to work v/ith students v/hose language differs 
from their own. Such students have been described as "linguistically 
different" because their language has features of a "non-standard" 
dialect or of a language other than English. The concern has support 
from numerous studies of language attitudes and of performances in 
diagnosis by teachers and prospective teachers. This article reports 
the results of an experimental treatment specially designed to improve 
skills of prospective teachers in conducting an Infonnal Oral Reading 
Inventory (lORI) with a student whose oral reading in English shows 
features of Spanish, 

Studies of language attitudes demonstrate a need for such training 
Horn (1971.) saw a failure of teacher education programs to develop 
in teachers "realistic, positive attitudes toward differing dialects" 
(p. ix), as evidenced by the studies of Williams (1969, 1970, 1971). 
In a review of research, Ford cited studies by Williams and others 
which, taken together, show that teachers and prospective teachers 
react negatively to language differences and when presented with 
samples of speech that exhibit non-standard featuTes, negatively 
characterize students' personalities and fonn negative expectations of 
students' performance. 

There 1s support for the need for special training experiences 
directly related to assessment of "linguistically different" students. 
In two studies (Lamberg, 1976^ Lamberg and McCaleb, 1976), subjects 
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were prospective teachers who had received training in conducting 
an lORI through an introductory reading methods course, taught as a 
practicum. Subjects v/ere asked to administer an lORI from a taped 
reading by a student who exhibited features of Black dialect and a 
student who exhibited features of Spanish. Subjects were highly 
accurate in recording and identifying miscues unrelated to dialect 
but highly inaccurate in recording and correctly identifying Instances 
of dialect* 

In a rolated study (Lamberg and TomaSi 1976), subjects v/ere 
prospective teachers who had differing preparation. One group had 
training in administering the lORI as wgII as experience in working 
v/ith students with a Spanish-language background. The second group 
had the same kind and amount of training but not the special experience. 
The third group had no training or experience. Each group had some 
subjects who had two or more semesters of Spanish. In administering 
an lORI from a taped reading by a student who exhibited Spanish 
features, all groups showed little accuracy In recording and correctly 
coding dialect features when compared with responses by three judges. 
The mean for the judges was 10.00; the mean for the first group was 
.64; for the second, .49; for the third, 1.50, A comparison between 
subjects within each group who did and did not have Spanish showed 
no significant differences in correct or incorrect responses. Those 
subjects v/ho had the study of Spanish, the training, and the special 
experience did have significantly fewer Incorrect responses (£, < .05) 
than those in the other two groups v/ho had Spanish. The implication 
of the study was that study of Spanish, training , in the lORI, and 
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experience with the "Unguisticany different student" were not 
sufficient preparation. 

The Study 

This article reports a study of the effects of one kind of 
training experience on the accuracy of prospective teachers in conduct- 
ing an lORI with a "linguistically different" student, specifically a 
student who exhibits Spanish-features in his oral reading in English. 
The training consisted of a self-Instructional module on administering 
an Inventory to a student with a Spanish-language background. 

The self-instructional module was developed through the process 
of "discrimination programming" (Smith, 1967). Discrimination program- 
ming results in Instruction (1) that focuses on those responses most 
important to the objectives of the instruction; and (2) that consists 
of discrimination exercises. The first step in the process is a task- 
analysis which identifies key responses to be mastered. In doing an 
inventory with a "lingulstlcany different" student, the teacher must 
have more than a knowledge of the language differences. He must be abl 
to apply the knowledge by making appropriate auditory discriminations 
(i.e., distinguishing between oral reading responses which match and do 
.not match the text). Once he has recorded the departures or miscues, 
he must, v/hen analyzing the miscues, make appropriate coding responses 
(i.e., distinguishing miscues he has recorded that are characteristic 
of the reader's dialect from those that are not). 

For this study, the decision was made to limit the practice in 
auditory training to the two trials on the task which were used as a 
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pre- and post^test for the module and to focus on training In coding 
within the module. Students v/ere introduced to ten phonological 
features Identified as frequently occurring In the English of some 
students with a Spanish language background. These features, identi- 
fied by other Investigators (Lancei 1969; Natalldo and Williams, 1971; 
Matluck and llace, 1973), were: substitution of /b/ for /v/, /y/ for 

and /?/ for /y/, /t/ for /8/, /d/ for /d/, /t/ for /s/ and /s/ for 
/c/, /s/ for /z/ in the final position^ /%/ for /z/ in the initial 
position, and /i/ for /I/. Each feature was presented through a 
generalization, one or two examples, and one to three discrimination 
exercises < (See Figure 1 for sample exercises from module). By 
responding to the exercises, the student demonstrated his understanding 
of the language difference as well as his skill In discriminating the 
dialect feature from a niiscue unrelated to dialect and made in response 
to the same word in the text. 

The question addressed in this study was: How accurately v^ould 
prospective teachers, with and without special training, distinguish 
dialect features from miscues unrelated to dialect, given the miscues 
they recorded in conducting an lORI, Accuracy was measured in two 
ways: (1) a count of the number of miscues correctly coded as dialect 
features; and (2) a count of the number of miscues unrelated to dialect 
which v/ere incorrectly coded as dialect features. 

Subjects 

Subjects were undergraduate students taking elementary reading 
courses in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction, The University 
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of Texas, during the Spring Term, 1976. All subjects had completed 
an Introductory, three-hour practicum, during which they had conducted 
five or more Inventories. All subjects had studied two or more 
semesters of Spanish. There were 13 subjects In both the experimental 
group and the control group. 

Procedures 

Subjects in both groups completed the same task: conducting an 
lORI from a taped reading of a one-hundred word passage. They v/ere 
provided with a worksheet which had a copy of the passage. Instructions 
were: 

Listen to the tape of the student reading the passage. , , 
As you listen, record all miscues made by the student. 
Write in variant pronunciations, substitutions, and 
insertions above the word. Indicate omissions by 
circling the word. 

The following definition of "miscue" ((Boodman, 1973) was provided: 

Goodman has defined a 'miscue' as 'a response in oral 
reading which does not match the expected response' or 
a departure from a standard reading of the text, (p.5.) 

Subjects were asked to record miscues that they thought might be 

dialect features as well as those that they thought wdre not related to 

dialect. They listened to the tape twice and were allowed to make any 

revisions of their responses after the second listening. The decision 

to play the tape twice was arbitrary. Generally a teacher would hav3 

only one chance to listen to a student's reading of a passage, if the 

assessment were based on sight-reading of the text. However, many 

teachers use tape recorders when conducting inventories, allowing for 
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as many listenings as the teacher can manage. 

After the subjects had recorded the miscues, they were asked 
to Identify or code those which they believed to be characteristic 
of some students with a Spanish-language background. Their coding 
response consisted of putting a box around the Item. 

The experimental group worked through the module* They then 
repeated the task* described above * as a post-test on the module. 
The control group took a break before repeating the task. On the 
second trial, both groups foil owed exactly the same procedures as 
for the first trial. They used a different copy of the worksheet 
(with the same passage and Instructions) and did not refer to their 
responses on the first trial. All subjects listened to the same tape 
a total of four times, twice for each trial. 

Subjects' responses were comparedi for agreement or disagreement, 
v/lth the responses of three judges. The three judges had experience 
In giving the lORI and in doing research on language differences. The 
judges completed the module before doing the task* 

Null Hypotheses 

1. There v/ill be no significant differences betv/een the mean 
scores on the second trial for the experimental group and the control 
group v/hen compared on: 

1.1. Miscues correctly coded as dialect features. 

1.2. Miscues Incorrectly coded as dialect features. 

2. There will be no significant differences between the mean 
scores on the two trials (pre and post-tests) for the experimental 
group when compared on: 
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2.1. Miscues correctly coded as dialect features. 

2.2. IHscues Incorrectly coded as dialect features. 

3, There will be no significant differences between mean scores 
on the two trials for the control group when compared on: 

3J. Miscues correctly identified as dialect features, 

3.2. Miscues Incorrectly identified as dialect features. 

Recording and Analysis of Data 

Each subject had tv/o scores: one point for each dialect feature 
correctly coded^ and one point for each incorrectly coded. If positive 
changes occurred from the first trial to the second, the first score would 
increase; the second would decrease. 

Mean scores were computed for both groups for the tv/o variables on 
the two trials. A t-test was run to measure differences for each 
varlr.ble M) between inter--group mean scores, and (2) between intra- 
group mean scores. In addition, the range was determined for each group 
for comparison with the. Judges' responses to the task. 

Results 

Before comparing the groups- performance on the second trial, a 
comparison was made of their scores on the first trial using a t-test 
for Independent means to determine whether significant differences 
existed before treatment. In correctly coding recorded miscues as 
dialect features s the experimental group mean (.54) was identical to 
the control mea!^-(_.54)* For incorrectly coding non-dialect miscues. as 
dialect features , the experimental group mean (1.08) was significantly 
different (t - 3.65, j< .01) from the control mean (6.30), The results 
are reported In Table 1. 
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The experimental group's perfomiance on the second trial was 
COTpared to the control's perfonnance using a t-test for Independent 
means. In correctly coding recorded miscues as dialect featureSs the 
experimental group mean (2.54) was significantly different (t - 9,70, 
£^.001) from the control mean (,46). On the second trial for 
Incorrectly coding dialect features^ the control group mean (5.31) v/as 
significantly different (t ^ 2.28, p < .05) from the experimental (1.46) 
Hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2 were rejected. Table 1 reports these results. 



Table 1 about here 

A comparison of the first and second trials of the experimental 
group revealed that the difference between the mean scores for 
correctly coding dialect features (*54 to 2.54) was significant at 
the .01 level (t - 2.87). Although there was an increase In incorrect 
responses (1.08 to 1.46), the difference was not significant (t - 1.06) 
Hypothesis 2.1 was rejected; hypothesis 2.2 was not rejected. Table 
2 reports the results. 

A comparison of the mean scores of the control group on the two 
trails revealed a negative change in the scores for correctly coding 
dialect features (*54 to .46). There was a positive change in the 
scores for the second variable, a decrease in Incorrect responses 
(6.30 to 5.31). Neither of the differences was significant (t ^ .44 
for the first, t ^ .87 for the second). Hypotheses 3.1 and 3.2 were 
rejected. Table 2 reports these results. 



Table 2 about here 
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To provide a further analysis of the data, the ranges for both 
scores for each group v/ere determined. On the first trial , scores 
for correct responses ranged from 0 (9 subjects) to 2 (3 subjects) 
for the control group; 0 (6 subjects )to 1 (7 subjects) for the 
experimental group. Scores for incorrect responses ranged from 1 
(2 subjects) to 15 (1 subject) for the control group; 0 (6 subjects) 
to 4 (1 subject). On the second trial, scores for correct responses 
ranged from 0 (9 subjects) to 2 (1 subject) for the control group; 
0 (2 subjects) to 10 (1 subject) for the experimental. Scores for 
incorrect responses ranged from 0 (2 subjects) to IB (1 subject) for 
the control group; 0 (4 subjects) to 4 (2 subjects) for the experi- 
mental . 

Finally, a comparison was made to determine the numbers of 
subjects in each group who made positive changes in each variable 
from the first to the second trial. In the control group, for 
correct responses, 1 of the 13 showed a gain; 9 showed a decrease; 
3, no change. In the experimental group, for correct responses, 8 
showed gains, none showed a decrease; 4 showed no changes. In the 
control group, for incorrect responses, 7 had fewer, 2 had more, at.d 
3 showed no change. In the experimental group, for incorrect responses, 
2 had fewer incorrect responses; 3 had more; and 10 showed no change. 

Discussion 

Results of this study must be interpreted in light of limitations 
of the study. The number of subjects was relatively small (N ' 13 for 
each group). Subjt-ts may not be typical of prospective teachers of 
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reading, given their practicum experience 1n the Introductory course 
1n reading* In some teacher-education programs, practicum experiences 
are not avail able at all or are available only to graduate students. 
In addition, in the practicum course, much emphasis 1s placed on 
competence in using the lORI, though not with the special procedures 
for analyzing miscues. This emphasis may not be typical * 

Another limiting factor was an unexpected result which the 
investigators have not been able to explain: the significant differ- 
ence on trial one between the incorrect scores for the control and 
experimental groups. When the first trial scores for correct responses 
were found to bo identical for the two groups, 1t was assumed that 
the scores and ranges for incorrect responses would be In close 
agreement, but that was not the case. 

The groups were composed of students who had taken the practicum 
(in which they had been trained in giving an lORI) from two different 
Instructors. The presentations by the Instructors and their responses 
to the students' performance in the practicums could have had an 
effect. A possibly, more notable difference between -he groups 
Involved the number of subjects v^/ho had some experience working with 
students v/ho had a Spanish-language background. In the experimental 
group, 10 of the 13 had that experience; in the contrdl , only 4 of 
the 13 did. It should be noted, however, that a study cited er 'ier 
(Lamberg and Tomas, 1976) did not find experience with Spanish- 
language students, by itself, a significant variable. 



Given the limitations of the study » It appears that instruction 
speciany designed to train the prospective teacher to diagnose the 
reading of students with particular language differences is both needed 
and potentiany effective. When asked to record and then distinguish 
between dialect features and miscues unrelated to dialect, subjects 
in both groups (1) did not recognize all of the features they did 
record , and (2) incorrectly identified miscues unrelated to dialect 
as dialect features. In a "real-life" situation^ such a performance 
might result in a teacher's failing to note possible symptoms of skill 
deficiencies by incorrectly seeing departures from the text as 
consistent with the student's dialect. 

The potential effectiveness of the instruction was shown by the 
significant difference betv/een groups in correct responses on the 
second trial and the significant differences between trials for the 
experimental but not the control group. The need for improvement 
of the instruction, thoughi was demonstrated by the low accuracy of 
the control group v/hen compared to the judges' responses to the same 
task. 

Though in the form of a self-instructional module, the instruc- 
tion may be representative of the kind of learning experience pros- 
pective teachers have for study of language differences and reading; 
i,e.i seeing generalizations about and examples of the language 
differences that might be exhibited in oral reading. It would appear 
that much more training in auditory discrimination is needed. The 
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effect of this training can be contfolled by providing the same 
module with additional auditory discrimination exercises. 
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4. Itl for /e/ 



Vihen feading English, the student with a Spanish-language 
background may substitute the sound of the letter t^/t/ for the 
sound of the letters th /9/ 

taught . 
He thought he was right* 



He came In fourth* 

VJhich would be characteristic of some Spanish speakers? 




bat 




there 

b* What 1s that thing? 



back 

b. Give the dog a bath. 



pather 

a* That cat is a black panther* 




panter 

That cat is a biack panther* 



Figure 1* Exercises from module. 
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Table 1 



Comparison between Groups of Trained and Untrained 
Prospective Teachers on Means Scores on 
Two Trials 1n Conducting an lORI 



Groups 


Correct Responses 


Incorrect Responses 




Trial 1 


Trial 2 


Trial 1 


Trial 2 


Control 


.54 


.46 


6.30 


5.31 


Experimental 


.54 


2.54 


1.08 


1.46 


t 


0 


9.70® 


3.65^ " 


2.28^ 


ap< .001 
b£< .01 
.05 
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Table Z 



Comparison Between First and Second Trial Scores 
of Trained and Untrained Subjects in 
Conducting an lORI 

Control Group Experimental Group 

Trial 1 Trial 2 t Trial 1 Trial 2 t 
Correct .54 .46 .44 .54 2.54 r.87* 

Incorrect 6.30 5.31 2.87 1.08 1.46 1.05 



a £ < .01 
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